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A N APPARENT PARADOX EXISTS IN THEi WAILING TREATMENT OF STA- 
tus and management in small professional organizations? On the 
one hand Etzioni (1964), Glaser (1963), Gouldner (1957), Block 

(1956), Stanton and Schwartz (1954) and Wilson (1942) have argued for 
a theory of status discordance in the administration of professional orga- 
nizations. The theory of status discordance asserts that professionals who 
perform administrative roles either are not as committed to professional 
values as, or they have a lower professional standing than, their col- 
leagues. Conversely, in studying small professional organizations Gilles- 
pie and Mar (1977), Blumstein and Weinstein (1969), Evan and Simmons 
(1969), Singer (N&3), Exl ine and Ziller (1959), Lenski ( 1956), Adams 
(1953) and Callings (1946) f ound support for a theory of status concor- 
dance similar to that advanced by Berger et al. (1972) and Zelditch et al. 
(1966). Their findings support the idea that higher performing profes- 
sional organizations tend to have concordance between members’ external 
status characteristics and their position within the professional organiza- 
tion. In the particular case of academic research projects, for example, 
principal investigators of higher performing projects tended to be of 
higher academic rank and from more prestigious disciplines. The present 
study further explores the theory of status concordance by identifying 
which status characteristics facilitate performance at various stages in the 
professional organization’s maturation. 

THEORY OF TEAM STATUS CONCORDANCE 

The theory of status concordance argues that organizational success is 
to a significant degree a function of status concordance and coordination; 
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s Professional organizations are those in which pro essionals are in charge of the F 
am. A 

primary goal-directed activities, and administrators, if there are any, are in charge of 
the means to the ma-or activities carried out by the rofessionals. The professional 
organizations sample d E in the present study would be c ssilkd as professional depart- 
ments within heteronomous professional organizations. 
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research project team. Questionnaires were also left with each group. 

qd rauk~ hetweeu ~Jw member’s team position and age, sex, academic 
Projects were analyzed when one principal investigator and at least one 

rank, &$=t h@e obtained, discipline influence and discipline prestige. 7. 
other project member had returned completed questionnaires. This de& 

Teams are tmmmiant on each of the six external status dimensions when 
nition of minimum size was necessary in order to include some two 

r 
d@ inveJttgators are older, male, senior faculty, with higher aoa- 

person interdisciplinary projects. The overall response rate to the ques- 

t&C *p% and from influential and prestigious disciplines.. T-s 
tionnaire was 94%. This was reduced to 80% when the analyzability 

are dismdant Whti the external statuses-of the members arc? not in ac- 
criteria were applied. In the majority of instances where projects had to 

cord with their team positions. 
be rejected, it was due to insufficient responses from team members and 
not to principal investigators. Those rejected appeared to be similar 
enough in response patterns to those retained in the sample to rule out 
the possibility of bias due to nonrepresentativeness of respondents. 

Measurement. Status concordance was operationalized by computing 

sample. The professional organizations selected for this study were 
the difference between ranks on objective measures of the principal in- 

ad=ic interdisciplinary research teams from major American ~niver- 
vestigator and team member’s age, sex, highest degree obtained, aca- 

sities. A strati&d sample of 84 interdisciplinary research projects was 
demic rank and discipline influence, and also on a subjective measure of 

drawn from: Harvard University; Massachtisetts Institute of Technology; 
discipline prestige. Questionnaire responses provided documentation on 

Stanford University; the University of California at Be&&y, Los in- 
principal investigator’s and team member’s age, sex, highest degree and 

gek San Diego and San Francisco; the Universi~ of Chicago; the Uni- 
academic rank. Discipline influence was measured using the technique Of 

versity of Houston; the University of Illinois; the University of Ottawa; 
evaluative bibliometrics (Narin, 1976). Discipline prestige rankings were 

the UdVmsity of Pennsylvania; the University of Southern California; 
compiled on the basis of a panel of judges across six disciplines: business, 

the University of Washington; and the University of Wsconsm. These 
sociology, economics, civil engineering, health sciences and social work. 

projects included experts in over 50 separate disciplines ~$0 were in- 
The high degree of agreement among these judges indicated a reasonably 

V&XXI in studies that included research on solid state catalysts, the car- 
sound external evaluation of discipline status. 

diovascular System, electrical properties of bone, arms control, 
The measures of status concordance were each computed by (1) setting 

epile 
the environment nutrient upwelling in the oceans, fusion power, UT fi 

sy, up a relative numerical scale value of one through the number of posi- 
an 

transportation, social indicators and space exploration. 
tions for each university position represented on a team (the highest posi- 

The U.S. universities in the sample were among the top 22 instituti~s 
tion), (2) taking the difference between the scale value of the principal 

in termsof federal research su 
available at the time of the Y 

port for fiscal year 1973, the latest figures 
investigator and each member’s scale value, (3) adding the differences 

se ection. To incr;ease the representativeness 
and (4) &vi&g by the size of the team in order to standardize the score. 

of the sample, the Srst stratum of 43 projects was judgmentally selected 
Ihis procedure produces positive scores for teams high on the status con- 
cordance dimension, negative scores for status discordant teams and 

by 10 experienced interdisciplinary research managers from across the ;. 
university community. These persons comprised a local advisory board 

intem-&iate scores for teams between perfect concordance and discor- 
dance. 

that advised the investigators throughout the study. The- second stratum 
of 41 projects was drawn using proportional random sampling witbut 

Higher status ranks were assigned to older project members (Cross 

replacement from a sampling frame of 103 projects. The sampling frame 
Ig58:129-136), and males were ranked higher in status than females 

~a.5 COU~IU&~ using the Research Center Directory (Palmer, 1973) ad 
(Lockheed and Hall, 1976). Higher status ranks also were assigned to 

its latest supplements to idedify centers and institutes within the top 22 
members with the highest academic degrees ,(Caplow and McGee, 1958: 

universities. Potential bias in sampling due to drawing only those projects 
139) and to higher academic ranks (Hall, 1969:114). Finally, higher status 

under the aegis of a center or institute was minimized by including proj- 
ranks were assigned to the most influential disciplines as measured by 
their total influence weight; these ranks were based on between-d%?line 
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citation counts adjusted for citations policies and frequency of publica- 
tion of @md~ within each field (Narin, 1976). The rankings of the cross- 
disciplins panel of judges were used to rank tbe prestige of each disci- 
pline relative to the other disciplines within each @oje& 

Drawing upon the work of Lawrence and Lorsch (1989:25860), in- 
twtim WBS measured by asking team members whether the relation- 
ship between each position reflected (1) sound relations--full unity of 
effort achieved, (2) good relations-ahnost full unity of effort, (3) some- 
what better than average relations, (4) average relations-sound enough 
to get by even though there are many problems of achieving joint effort, 
(5) somewhat of a breakdown in relations, (6) almost complete breakdown 
in relations, (7) bad relation s-could not be worse; serious problems exist 
that are not being solved, and (8) relations are not involved. The weighted 
average level of integration was 5.03 out of a maximum of 7.90 when the 
scale was reversed for scoring. The standard deviation was 94. A score 
of 5.00 indicated that the team had somewhat better than average inta 
&ration. 

Team performance was measured from three dimensions focnd by Ma- 
honey and Weitzel (1989) to be in-process predictors of research team 
effectiveness: reliability, cooperation and development. Reliability re- 
ferred to meeting objectives without the necessity of follow-up and check- 
ing. Cooperation was defined as scheduling and coordinating activities 
with other organizations, and rarely failing to meet responsibilities. The 
third dimension, development, was defined as personnel participating in 
training and developing activities and having a high level of competence 
and skill. These dimensions were measured, and a factor scale was com- 
puted by weighting each of the three standardized dimensions by its 
factor score coefficient, and then summing to achieve a single composite 
scale value. 

Dutu Anulq&. The sample was subdivided according to-team ages in 
order to analyze relationships at diBerent ‘stages of team development. 
Three subgroupings were produced: teams in operation for less than two 
years, teams operating from two to four years, and teams operating for 
four or more years. Data were analyzed by using both standard and par- 
tial correlation analysis. Status concordance was conceptuahred as an 
independent variable, integration as an intervening variable and perfor- 
marme as the major dependent variable. It was assumed that other vari- 

ables aecting status concordance, integration and performance were 
randomlv distributed, and would not disturb the basic pa*m of the 
relationships under investigation (Blalock, 1972:44548). 

FINDINGS 

The theory of status concordance implies positive relationships between 
the degree of status concordance and integration, and integration and 
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successful performance. It also predicts a positive but spurious relation- 
s&p between amcordance and success. The opposing view of status dis- 
cordant theory implies negative relationships between status concordance 
and pfomumce since professionals who perform administrative roles are 
not as committed to professional values or are of lower professional stand- 
ing than their colleagues. Our findings reported in Table 1 tend to sup- 
port status concordance for young projects (O-2 years), and status dis- 
cordance for older projects. 

In young projects (O-2 years), only the academic rank measure of status 
concordance is significant and provides support for the predicted positive 
relationship between status concordance and integration. In middle-aged 
projects (2-4 years) only th e sex status concordance measure is significant 
and supports this portion of the theory. No support for this relationship 
is found for old (over 4 years) projects. The predicted relationship be- 
tween integration and performance is significant and is also supported 
for young, middle-aged and old projects. Although not sign&ant, de 
other correlations tend to support status concordance in young projects. 

Status concordance theory further predicts a positive but spurious asso- 
ciation between status concordance and performance. No support is 
found for this aspect of the theory. Instead, the sign&ant findings for 
academic rank, age and highest degree measures of status concordance 
indicate that, in young projects (O-2 years), status concordance and per- 
formance are positively associated, and this association is not spurious. 
No support is found for this part of the status concordance theory for 
projects more than two years old. 

Status discordant theory predicts negative associations between status 
concordance measures and performance. No support for this theory is 
found in young research projects (O-2 years). Significant status concor- 
dance measures for sex and discipline influence provide support for this 
theory in middle-aged (2-4 years) projects. Status concordance measures 
of discipline prestige, academic rank and age are sign&ant and provide 
support for this theory in older (over 4 years) projects. 

CONCLUSIONS 

In this study we have sought to refine the theory of status concordance 
by examining six status concordance measures separately over time. Our 
findings indicate that academic rank and highest degree measures of sta- 
tus concordance maintain a positive association with performance that 
does not ap 
cantly, the ndings show that for projects together for more than two F 

ar to be due to the spurious eiIect of integration. Signifl- 

years status discordance becomes associated with performance. This sug- 
gests that older, higher-ranking professionals with higher academic de- 
grees are best used as administrators in the early stages of organizational 
development. Over time, however, administrators from less prestigious 



TABLE 1 
Relationships between Team Status Concordance Measures, Integration and Performance 

:: 
0 

Status Concordance 
Measures _-.-____--~-_ 

Discipline prestige 
Academic rank 
Age 
Sex 
Highest degree 
Discipline influencr 

Discipline prestige 
Academic rank 
Age 
Sex 
Highest degree 
Discipline influence 

Discipline prestige 
Academic rank 
Age 
Sex 
Highest degree 
Discipline influence 

First-Order 
Partial Correlation: 

stnlus 
Zero-Order Correlation 

Status Concordance Integration and status coneordauce 
and Integration Perfurmance and Performance .--___.. .~ __ 

Young Team (0-2 Years) .-_. ___ --.----- -~.-~--_ 
34 (.40) .53 (.ool) -.ll (.22) 

Concordance and 
Performance 

Controlling for 
Integration 

-.15 (.14) 

NO 

50 
.32 i.01) 

-.ll (-21) 
.I6 (.13) 
.15 (.14) 

-.30 (.03) 

-.14 (24) 
.18 (.17) 

-a9 (.31) 
.41 (.Ol) 

-24 (.Ol) 
-.08 (.37) . 

- .05 (.41)---- 
-.41 (.02) 
-.37 (.03) 

.53 (ml) .36 (.004) 

.53 (ml) .15 (.14) 

.53 (.OOl) .02 (.44) 

.53 (ml) .37 (.003) 

.44 (.003) .O15 (.46) --- 
Middle-Aged Team (S-4 Years) 

.45 (.Ol) -.03 (.44) 

.45 (.Ol) -.Ol (.48) 

.45 (.Ol) -.I5 (.22) 

.45 (.Ol) -.27 (.08) 
.45 (.Ol) .0@4 (.49) 
.46 (.Ol) -24 (X) 

Old Team (Over 4 Years) _.._ ~--~ . ..-..- -~ 
.48 t.01) -.30 1.07) 
.48 i.01 j -.35 (.04j 
A8 (.Ol) -33 (.05) 
.48 (.Ol) -.I9 (.18) 
.48 (.Ol) .lO (.32) 
.33 (.07) -.02 (.47) 

224 (-05) 
25 (.04) 

-.07 (.3X) 35 (.Ol) E 
.I7 (.15) 37 .___- --___- 

-. - 
.04 (.42) 

-.lO (.30) ii 
-.12 (.27) 28 

-56 (ml) .13 (.25) ii 
-24 (.14) 21 __..~ 

--.31(.08) 24 

-.19 (.18) -.19 (.19) ii 

-.18 (.20) .07 (.37) iti 
-.06 (.39) 18 

l The Statistical Package for the Social Science8 weights adding cases. Oue case was Ius* in each suhpup when mntruls fur integration 
were institutr3l. 

* 
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and izdiuemtfal disciplines are mo&dosely associated with higher perfor- 
mance, and thus teams that sail ahead blindly on past success or apply 
earl 

is 
criteria of success to later development are likely to engender 

pro kdns. 
Professional organizations present unique admiistrative problems. Ex- 

tend environments may resist support if the organization does not mirror 
the hierarchical status order associated with more bureaucratic organiza- 
tions. For example, in the case of research teams, fuuding a encies 

ecf 
are 

increasingly requiring accountability, and sharply delineat status or- 
ders facilitate accountability by designating speci.6~ responsibilities for 
each position. Early stages of research organization development suggest 
that pproposal and newly funded projects have learned how to play 
the game” b 
gators. As tie 

having higher status individuals serve as principal investi- 
actual work of research progresses, however, the more 

successful projects appear to shift lower status project members up to 
administrative positions. Higher status members may either move off the 
project or shift from administration to focus more on the research. Since 
05% of the 
ha% of 

reject leaders in the sample studied tended to spend more 
their time working with the research project it seems that 

most shift from administrator to researcher as the project progresses. In- 
creased attention needs to be paid to these changes. Not only is there not 
one best way, but the different best ways change over time. The contin- 
uous mana 
how and w t 

ement of successful organizations must therefore learn both 
en to implement particular principles of organization. 
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